Using global measures, most studies have shown that Caucasian Americans were more assertive than Chinese. Adopting a situational approach, three studies were conducted to examine situational differences and similarities in request rejection, and its underlying mechanisms for Caucasian Americans and Chinese. Results revealed that (a) Caucasian Americans were more likely to reject requests of moderate legitimacy than Chinese; (b) both cultural groups were similar in request rejection in high-and low-legitimacy situations; (c) both cultural groups were more likely to reject a request when considering their needs and rights, but less likely to reject a request when considering their relationship with the requester; and (d) the self-model of request rejection was more salient for Caucasian Americans but the relational model of request rejection was more salient for Chinese in moderate-legitimacy situations.
implies that they may be assertive in certain situations and not in others, rather than being nonassertive in most situations.
This idea received some support from Chan's (1993) study, which revealed that the average assertiveness score of Chinese university students was lower than the norm of North American university students. It is worth noting, however, that for the 30-item measure of assertiveness used in this study, only five items revealed cultural differences in the proportion of item endorsement. More interestingly, compared with their North American counterparts, a larger proportion of Chinese university students displayed a greater extent of assertiveness in two achievement-related items. Apart from the typical findings that North Americans are more assertive than East Asians, these post hoc analyses suggest that East Asians can be equally or even more assertive than North Americans in certain circumstances. Under what situations will cultural variations in assertiveness take place and under what circumstances will cultural similarities emerge?
Studies on situational assertiveness (e.g., Lobel et al., 1987; Smolen, 1985) documented that North American participants were more likely to reject a request without a justifiable reason (i.e., low-legitimacy situation), but less likely to reject a request with a justifiable reason (i.e., high-legitimacy situation). Ostensibly, the extreme nature of requests in these two types of situations (i.e., very unreasonable and very reasonable, respectively) may have a strong impact on how one should respond. Given the strong influence on assertive responding in both low-and high-legitimacy situations, we propose that North Americans and East Asians would be similar in assertive responding in these two types of well-defined situations.
Most studies have examined participants' assertive behaviors at only two levels of perceived legitimacy: high and low. However, Chiauzzi and Heimberg (1983) examined assertive behaviors at a moderate level as well. In moderate-legitimacy situations, the reason underlying the request is not clear. Their study showed that individual differences were the greatest in moderate-legitimacy vignettes, with some respondents interpreting this type of request as reasonable but others interpreting it as unreasonable. Chiauzzi and Heimberg (1983) reasoned that the ambiguous nature of the requests in moderate-legitimacy situations allows much room for personality factors to influence one's assertive responding. Because some aspects of the request may be reasonable but other aspects may not be reasonable in moderate-legitimacy situations, individuals with different personality styles may attend to distinct aspects of the same request and thus have distinct reactions to it. Apart from personality factors, cultural factors are proposed to influence assertive responding in moderate-legitimacy situations. People from different cultural backgrounds may focus on distinct aspects of a moderate-legitimacy request and respond to it differently.
Mechanisms Underlying Assertive Responding
How can we explain such possible cultural differences in assertive responding in moderatelegitimacy situations? To address this question, the present research examined assertiveness at the process level. Specifically, mechanisms underlying assertive responding-models of assertiveness-were examined. A model of assertiveness comprises a set of beliefs and strategies that guide assertive responding.
Assertive behaviors take place in an interpersonal setting that involves two parties: one initiating a request and another responding to the request. We proposed that all individuals may possess two models of assertiveness-the self-model and the relational model-that account for their assertive responding.
As assertiveness has been similarly defined in both individualistic (see, e.g., Burns, 2001 ; Gillen, 1997) and collectivistic (see, e.g., Aoki, 1990; Hamid, 1994) cultures, the self-model of assertiveness may be relevant for individuals from these two cultures, both of whom consider their needs and rights when deciding whether to respond in an assertive manner. For the self-model, the focus is on analyzing the legitimacy of requests. If individuals consider that a request has violated their rights or conflicted with their needs, they are more likely to display assertive behaviors. If they perceive a request as not adversely affecting themselves, they may choose to comply with it.
The relational model of assertiveness is derived primarily from relational models formulated by North American (Fiske, 1992) and East Asian (Ho, 1993) psychologists in explaining social behaviors. The relational model proposes that social interactions involve a process of informal social identification. When interacting with a person, individuals tend to identify the person by locating his or her status in the social network. Identification of the relationship will activate a set of expectations and behavioral rules, which function as a guide to responding toward that person. The relational model emphasizes the primacy of relational contexts in influencing social behaviors.
Although the two models are proposed to be present among both North Americans and East Asians, the relative salience of these models may differ for the two cultural groups. A working model more frequently activated and reinforced by a particular culture may become more salient. Individuals may rely on such salient models for guidance when deciding how to respond in moderate-legitimacy situations in which the reason underlying the request is ambiguous. Triandis (2001) posited that individual attitudes versus social norms is an important attribute distinguishing individualistic from collectivistic cultures. In individualistic cultures, individuals' rights and efficacy play an influential role in defining self-hood and selfidentity (see Markus & Kitayama, 1991) . We propose that the self-model is especially salient among North Americans in moderate-legitimacy situations. When planning how to respond to a moderate-legitimacy situation, they may pay more attention to whether the request violates their rights, conflicts with their goals, or leads to resource depletion. We propose that the self-model plays a more important role for North Americans in moderatelegitimacy situations.
In contrast, we propose that the relational model is especially relevant to East Asians in moderate-legitimacy situations. In collectivistic cultures, social behaviors are governed more by the specific norms and expectations of interactants than by the individuals' own volition, values, and needs (see Yang, 1997) . Individuals from collectivistic cultures place greater weight on what members of a social network think and do. The social networks of collectivistic cultures are considered to be culturally denser than those of individualistic cultures (see Menon & Morris, 2001) . When planning how to react in moderate-legitimacy situations, people from collectivistic cultures tend to consider possible relational consequences that may result from their behavior, such as whether their behavior will create a better impression for themselves or contribute to a closer relationship with the requester.
Hence, the relational model may play a more influential role for East Asians in moderatelegitimacy situations.
Hypotheses and Overview of This Research
The present research adopted a situational analysis to scrutinize cultural differences and similarities in specific behaviors of assertive responding across different interpersonal situations. Because assertiveness is a very broad construct, this research focused on a facet of the broad repertoire of assertiveness, namely request rejection. The propensity of request rejection was compared between Caucasian Americans and Chinese. Four hypotheses were formulated.
Hypothesis 1: Cultural differences in request rejection may be found in moderate-legitimacy situations. Caucasian Americans may be more likely to reject requests of moderate legitimacy than Chinese. Hypothesis 2: Cultural similarities in request rejection may be found in both low-and highlegitimacy situations. Both Caucasian Americans and Chinese may be similar in rejection to requests either high or low in legitimacy. Hypothesis 3: Similar structures underlying request rejection may be found across cultures. Two models of request rejection-the self-model and the relational model-may be found among both Caucasian Americans and Chinese. Hypothesis 4: Cultural variations may be found in the relative salience of the two models in influencing responses to moderate-legitimacy requests. The self-model may be more salient for Caucasian Americans, whereas the relational model may be more salient for Chinese in moderate-legitimacy situations.
Three studies were designed to test these hypotheses. Adopting a Web-based survey design, Study 1 tested Hypotheses 1 and 2 by examining how Caucasian American and Chinese participants responded across situations with different extents of legitimacy. The Web survey method was used because a relatively large, heterogeneous sample with a wide range of age and educational level could be recruited. The major aim of Study 2 was to scrutinize the reason for request rejection. Because there were no existing measures that explored reasons for request rejection, an open-ended questionnaire was used so that respondents could give reasons explaining their rejection responses. Hypotheses 3 and 4 were tested in Study 3, which sought to explore (a) the factor structure underlying participants' reason for request rejection, and (b) the relative salience of the models for the two cultural groups. The web survey method was adopted again in this study.
Study 1 Method
Participants. Participants were 300 Caucasian American and 300 Chinese adults. The Caucasian American participants were recruited from an advertisement placed on several search engines in the United States. Once they clicked on the advertisement, potential participants were asked if they were interested in knowing more about themselves by taking a personality test. Consenting participants were included in the statistical analyses if they met all the following inclusion criteria: (a) were 18 years or older, (b) were Caucasians born in the United States, and (c) had not resided in an Asian country for more than 36 months. The Chinese participants were recruited from the same advertisement placed on several search engines in Hong Kong. They met all the following inclusion criteria: (a) were 18 years or older, (b) were Chinese born in an Asian country, and (c) had not resided in a Western country for more than 36 months. Because the present study adopted a between-participants design, each participant should complete only one experimental condition. To screen out participants who took part more than once, the IP address of the participants was examined. The data of participants whose IP address appeared more than once within 30 min were removed. To enhance participants' motivation to give reliable answers, participants were told that they could obtain a report describing their personality by giving their e-mail address at the end of the study. A total of 98% of the participants gave their e-mail address.
For the Caucasian American sample, 113 of the participants were men and 187 were women. The participants' age ranged from 18 to 70 years (M = 27.71, SD = 10.32). Overall, 1% of the participants had an education level of junior high school or lower, 11% were high school graduates, 29% had attained matriculation, and 59% were undergraduates or university graduates. Among the participants, 48% were working full-time, 12% were working part-time, 11% were currently not working, and 29% were students.
For the Chinese sample, 99 of the participants were men and 201 were women. Their age ranged from 18 to 65 years (M = 25.36, SD = 6.36). Overall, 3% of the participants had an education level of junior high school or lower, 30% were high school graduates, 24% had attained matriculation, and 43% were undergraduates or university graduates. A total of 34% of the participants were working full-time, 17% were working part-time, 13% were currently not working, and 36% were students.
Preliminary data analyses showed statistically significant differences in age and education level between the two cultural groups, t(598) = 2.94 and χ 2 (3) = 75.45, ps < .003. On average, the Caucasian American participants are older than their Chinese counterparts. The proportion of undergraduates or university graduates is greater in the Caucasian American sample, but the proportion of high school graduates is greater in the Chinese sample.
Research Design
This study adopted a 2 (cultural group: Caucasian American, Chinese) × 3 (request legitimacy: low, moderate, high) between-participants design. For each cultural group, 100 participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: low, moderate, and high request legitimacy.
Measure
English version. The Response Alternatives List (RAL; Chiauzzi & Heimberg, 1983 ) was used to measure request rejection. The RAL was chosen because it is the only available measure that contains situations with different levels of request legitimacy. In the pilot tests by Chiauzzi and Heimberg (1983) , Caucasian American participants rated the extent of request legitimacy for 30 vignettes along a 7-point scale (1 = very unreasonable, 4 = moderately reasonable, 7 = very reasonable). Results from the pilot tests showed that the "chat" vignette (i.e., request a person to stay and chat when the person is rushing to help a close friend) has an average reasonableness rating of 2.46, indicating that this vignette is characterized by a low level of perceived legitimacy. The "donation" vignette (i.e., donation request for a questionable charity) has an average reasonableness rating of 4.00, indicating that this vignette is characterized by a moderate level of perceived legitimacy. The "moving" vignette (i.e., request for help in moving into a new apartment and the task takes about an hour) has an average reasonableness rating of 6.82, indicating that this vignette is characterized by a high level of perceived legitimacy.
For each vignette, respondents were instructed to vividly imagine themselves in the given situation and to decide whether they would reject the request or not. Respondents were then asked to give their demographic information: sex, age, education level, job status, ethnicity, place of birth, and the place and period in which the respondent has been residing outside their place of birth.
Chinese version. The vignettes were back-translated (see Brislin, 1986) to ensure that the Chinese version had equivalent meanings (i.e., conceptual equivalence). A professional translated the items from English into Chinese. Another professional translator back-translated the Chinese items into English. As recommended by Brislin (1986) , these two translators worked independently and then discussed the translated work together in a post hoc meeting. The two versions were reviewed and compared for equivalence. Three Chinese judges then reviewed the Chinese vignettes, and independently commented on the meaning, clarity, and choice of words for the vignettes.
Both the English and the Chinese versions of the vignettes were given to 44 bilingual Chinese undergraduates in a pilot study. Half of these participants were randomly selected to complete the English version first, and then the Chinese version after a 30-min break. The other half completed the versions in reverse order. The vignettes of the two versions were highly correlated, rs(44) ranged from .92 to .96, ps < .0001. These findings indicate that the two versions are largely equivalent in meaning.
The participants were also asked to rate the reasonableness of each vignette along a 7-point scale. Consistent with the studies by Chiauzzi and Heimberg (1983) , the average reasonableness ratings of the Chinese "chat," "donation," and "moving" vignettes were 2.16, 4.23, and 6.47, respectively.
Procedures
A consent letter was posted on the first page of the Web site. A brief description of the study was given and participants were asked to read the consent letter. After the participants had indicated their agreement to take part in this study by clicking the "I agree" button, the study began. Participants were instructed to read a vignette carefully and to choose the option that was most appropriate for them. Then the participants were asked to give their demographic data. On completion of the task, a thank-you note appeared on the screen. Participants were given a choice of whether to have their data used for the research. After participants had submitted all the data, the screen closed automatically to prevent participants from completing the questionnaire again. A debrief note was sent to participants who gave their e-mail address.
This study sought to identify cultural variations and similarities in rejection response as a function of request legitimacy. Direct logistic regression analyses (Kleinbaum & Klein, 2002) were performed on rejection response as an outcome as well as cultural group and request legitimacy as predictors. According to the Wald criterion, the variable of request legitimacy significantly predicted rejection response, B = 1.85, z = 23.97, p < .0001 (odds ratio = 6.36, 95% confidence interval [CI] = 3.03-13.33).
This significant main effect should be interpreted in light of the significant Cultural Group × Request Legitimacy interaction, B = 1.24, z = 5.11, p = .02 (odds ratio = 3.47, 95% CI = 1.18-10.18). We conducted chi-square tests to further analyze the cultural variations in the three request-legitimacy conditions. For the moderate-legitimacy condition, a greater proportion of the Caucasian American participants (71%) rejected the request than did their Chinese counterparts (44%), χ 2 (1) = 14.92, p < .0001. For both low-and high-legitimacy conditions, however, there were no statistically significant cultural differences in the proportion of participants who rejected the request, χ 2 (1) = .05 and .80, ps > .37. Although no main or interaction effects of sex were found in overall request rejection, it is noteworthy that the effects of sex were statistically significant in low-legitimacy situations for both Caucasian American and Chinese participants, χ 2 (1) = 14.02 and 11.95, ps < .0001. For the Caucasian American sample, 93% of male participants rejected the request in the low-legitimacy situation but only 63% of female participants did so in that situation. For the Chinese sample, 87% of male participants rejected the low-legitimacy request but only 54% of female participants did so.
Consistent with our predictions, the results of Study 1 showed cultural differences in rejection response in some situations but cultural similarities in others. Caucasian Americans were more likely to reject a request than were Chinese only when the request was of moderate legitimacy. No differences between the two cultural groups were found in rejection response in both low-and high-legitimacy situations. Although no cultural differences were found in low-legitimacy situations, male participants were found to be more likely to reject a low-legitimacy request than their female counterparts.
Study 2
The aims of the present study were threefold: (a) to replicate the tentative results obtained in Study 1, (b) to explore the reasons underlying respondents' decision in rejecting requests for deriving models of request rejection, and (c) to examine whether the given reasons could predict their rejection responses.
Method
Participants. Participants in this study included 64 Caucasian American and 64 Chinese university students. All participants met the same set of inclusion criteria as in Study 1. For the Caucasian American sample, 40 undergraduates (8 men, 32 women) were recruited from the University of Maryland and 24 undergraduates (10 men, 14 women) were from Columbia University. These two groups of participants did not differ in request rejection [χ 2 (1) = .53, p = .47], and thus are regarded as a group. The average age of this group was 20.48 years (SD = 2.97).
For the Chinese sample, 30 undergraduates (9 men, 25 women) were recruited from the University of Hong Kong and 34 undergraduates (9 men, 21 women) were from the Hong Kong University of Science and Technology. Participants from these two universities did not differ in request rejection [χ 2 (1) = .61, p = .43], and thus are regarded as a group. The average age of this sample was 19.81 years (SD = 1.00).
Preliminary analyses revealed no significant sex differences in request rejection for both groups. The variable of sex was excluded in all subsequent analyses in this study.
Measure
Study 1 revealed cultural differences in request rejection in the "donation" vignette of the RAL. In the pilot tests of this study, participants from both cultural groups did not differ in the reasons given for their request rejection in low-and high-legitimacy conditions. Consistent with our manipulations, most participants explained that the request was not reasonable in the former condition but the request was reasonable in the latter. Hence, only the moderate-legitimacy condition ("donation" vignette) was included to examine individual differences in the reasons underlying participants' request rejection.
As in Study 1, participants were instructed to vividly imagine themselves in the situation and to decide whether they would reject the request or not. Then the participants were asked to explain their decision in a sentence or two. They gave their demographic information at the end of the questionnaire.
Procedures
Participants were greeted by a research assistant in a classroom or cubicle of the university in which they were recruited. After the research assistant had given instructions, participants were asked to sign a consent form before the study began. On completion of the task, participants were thanked and debriefed.
Results and Discussion
Cultural differences in rejection response. A direct logistic regression analysis was performed, with rejection response as the outcome and cultural group as the predictor. According to the Wald criterion, the variable of cultural group significantly predicted rejection response, B = 1.29, z = 12.08, p = .001 (odds ratio = 3.65, 95% CI = 1.76-7.58). Results showed that 67% of the Caucasian American participants rejected the request, whereas 36% of the Chinese participants rejected the request. These results replicated those from Study 1.
Cultural differences in reason for rejection response. Content analysis (see Krippendorff, 2004) was conducted to identify the reason underlying participants' rejection response. Two coders, who were blind to the research hypotheses, coded the data independently. The interrater consistencies were high (kappa coefficient = .93). To further ensure reliability in data coding, we adopted the method of triangulation (see Yin, 2003) , in which two independent reviewers read through 40 (i.e., 20 English and 20 Chinese) randomly selected answers and commented on the accuracy of the coding. Both reviewers agreed on 97% of the coding and suggested a few minor alternations.
Two broad categories were identified from the content analysis: self-and relationshipreferent reasons for request rejection. Table 1 shows the endorsed frequencies of the coded items for the two categories. We performed a direct logistic regression analysis with participants' reason for rejection response (i.e., self vs. relationship) as the outcome and cultural group as the predictor. According to the Wald criterion, the variable of cultural group significantly predicted reason for rejection response, B = .70, z = 3.42, p = .05 (odds ratio = 2.02, 95% CI = 0.96-4.25). A total of 66% of the Caucasian American participants gave a self-related (vs. relationship-related) reason, whereas 36% of the Chinese participants gave a self-related (vs. relationship-related) reason to explain their reject responses.
Relationship between rejection response and reason for rejection. The present results showed that 97% of the Caucasian American participants and 98% of the Chinese participants gave a reason related to either themselves or the person who made the request. To further examine the association between rejection response and reason for rejection, reason for rejection and cultural group were included as predictors in the logistic regression model with rejection response as the outcome variable. According to the Wald criterion, reason for rejection reliably predicted rejection response, B = −4.90, z = 18.67, p < .0001 (odds ratio = .007, 95% CI = 0.001-0.07). However, cultural group was found to be a nonsignificant predictor, B = −.28, z = .22, p = .64. Regardless of culture, 77% of participants who gave a self-related reason rejected the response, whereas only 2% of participants who gave a relationship-related reason rejected the response.
Conclusion. The present results showed cultural variations in rejection response in moderate legitimacy situations. Compared with their Chinese counterparts, Caucasian American university students were more likely to reject requests of moderate legitimacy. These results echoed those from Study 1.
In addition, most participants gave a reason related to either themselves or the person who made the request. There was an association between rejection response and reason for rejection. Participants who emphasized a self-related (vs. relationship-related) reason were more likely to reject a request of moderate legitimacy. Caucasian American university students were more likely to give a self-related (vs. relationship-related) reason than were their Chinese counterparts.
Taken together, the results suggest that the greater tendency of Caucasian Americans to reject a request of moderate legitimacy may be accounted for by an emphasis on themselves while making the decision. In contrast, the lower likelihood of the Chinese to reject a request of moderate legitimacy may be accounted for by an emphasis on the relationship with the requester. These notions were examined systematically in the next study.
Study 3
Study 2 revealed cultural differences in rejection response but cultural similarities in reason for rejection. Despite these novel findings, several issues still remained unexplored. First, participants in Study 2 gave only one reason when explaining their decision. Might some individuals think of more than one reason or more than one type of reason in the decisionmaking process? Second, the content analysis of Study 2 identified two broad categoriesself and relationship-that may underlie individuals' decision in request rejection. Do these two categories correspond to the respondents' views in general? Third, do the two categories represent two extremes of a continuum (i.e., individuals always emphasize one of the categories but ignore the other), or does each of them represent a distinct factor (i.e., individuals' tendency to adopt one category is unaffected by the adoption of the other category)?
To examine these unexplored issues, the present study sought to (a) broaden the scope of reasons given by participants for explaining their rejection response, (b) explore the factor structure that underlies participants' reason for rejection response, and (c) scrutinize the relative salience of the self-model and the relational model in influencing rejection response for both cultural groups.
Method

Participants and procedures. Participants were 240 Caucasian American and 240
Chinese adults who responded to a Web survey. The recruitment process, procedures of this study, and inclusion criteria were identical to those adopted in Study 1. Participants in this study did not overlap with those in Study 1. The Caucasian American sample comprised 97 men and 143 women. Their age ranged from 18 to 73 years (M = 30.05, SD = 11.48). A total of 1% of the participants had an education level of junior high school or lower, 13% were high school graduates, 23% had attained matriculation, and 63% were undergraduates or university graduates. Among the participants, 45% were working full-time, 11% were working part-time, 12% were currently not working, and 32% were students.
The Chinese sample consisted of 93 men and 147 women. Their age ranged from 18 to 66 years (M = 26.60, SD = 8.20). Overall, 2% of the participants had an education level of junior high school or lower, 33% were high school graduates, 19% had attained matriculation, and 46% were undergraduates or university graduates. Of the participants, 39% were working full-time, 7% were working part-time, 12% were currently not working, and 42% were students.
Results from preliminary analyses revealed significant differences in age and education level between the two cultural groups, t(478) = 3.79 and χ 2 (3) = 28.78, ps < .02. On average the Caucasian American participants are older than their Chinese counterparts. There is a greater proportion of undergraduates or university graduates in the Caucasian American sample but a greater proportion of high school graduates in the Chinese sample. Such demographic differences were similar to those found in Study 1.
Research Design
This study adopted a 2 (cultural group: Caucasian American, Chinese) × 3 (legitimacy of request: low, moderate, high) between-participants design. For each cultural group, participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions (see Study 1).
Measure
The low-legitimacy vignette of "chat," the moderate-legitimacy vignette of "donation," and the high-legitimacy vignette of "moving" were adopted in this study (see Study 1). The respondents' task was to vividly imagine themselves in a situation and to decide whether they would reject the request or not. They were then asked to rate the importance of nine items in influencing their decision on rejecting or not rejecting the request along a 4-point scale, which ranges from 1 (very unimportant) to 4 (very important). The items were derived from the open-ended questionnaire in Study 2 in which participants were asked to explain their rejection response (see Table 1 ). The self-related items were aggregated to form a component score of "self," and the relationship-related items were aggregated to form a component score of "relationship." The higher the component score, the greater is the importance of the model of request rejection in influencing participants' request rejection. Upon completion of the task, participants were asked to give their demographic information, as in Study 1.
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Results of the direct logistic regression analysis showed that the main effect of request legitimacy was statistically significant, B = 1.15, z = 9.46, p = .002 (odds ratio = 3.14, 95% CI = 1.52-6.52). The Cultural Group × Request Legitimacy interaction was also statistically significant, B = 1.32, z = 5.94, p = .02 (odds ratio = 3.75, 95% CI = 1.30-10.83). For the moderate-legitimacy condition, a greater proportion of the Caucasian American participants (68%) rejected the request than did their Chinese counterparts (40%), χ 2 (1) = 12.17, p < .0001. For the low-and high-legitimacy conditions, the two groups did not differ in request rejection, χ 2 s(1) = 3.66 and 0.18, ps > .07. These results were in line with those from Study 1 and 2.
As in Study 1, there were no statistically significant main and interaction effects for sex in overall request rejection. Statistically significant sex differences were found only in lowlegitimacy situations for both Caucasian American and Chinese participants, χ 2 s(1) = 5.05 and 5.79, ps < .03. For the Caucasian American sample, all the male participants rejected the request low in legitimacy, whereas 87% of female participants rejected it. For the Chinese sample, 96% of the male participants rejected the low-legitimacy request but 75% of female participants rejected it.
Although this study replicated the pattern of sex differences in request rejection obtained in Study 1, the magnitude of the effects was different for the two studies. Specifically, a larger effect of sex was found in Study 1 (i.e., ps < .0001) than in Study 3 (i.e., ps < .03). A close examination of the demographic characteristics of the two samples revealed that the patterns of job status were different. The sample in Study 1 consisted of more part-time workers (14%) and less students (33%) than that in Study 3 (9% and 37%, respectively). These results seem to imply that participants having different job statuses may have different patterns of request rejection, and such a possibility was explored by chi-squares analyses for the two samples, respectively. For the sample in Study 1, results revealed that participants in the four job-status groups differed in rejection responses, χ 2 (3) = 7.91, p = .04. For the sample in Study 3, results similarly showed that participants in the four jobstatus groups differed in rejection responses, χ 2 (3) = 10.04, p = .02. In both studies, participants who were full-time workers and students were more likely to give a rejection response than those who were part-time workers and those not working. Apart from sex and culture, these results further suggest that the demographic variable of job status has an influence on request rejection.
Factor structure underlying reason for rejection. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with a maximum likelihood method of estimation was conducted to (a) examine the adequacy of the two-factor (i.e., self vs. relationship) model, and (b) compare this model with alternative models to evaluate which provided the best fit of data. A series of CFAs was performed using EQS 6.1 for Windows (Bentler & Wu, 2004) . The fit indices of the two-factor model were compared with those of two other models: the null model, which assumes no associations among the nine items in the model; and the one-factor model, which assumes that the nine items represent a single factor. The chi-square statistic and the chi-square statistic divided by the degrees of freedom were examined. A small chi-square value and a chi-square:df ratio smaller than 2 were indicators of a good fit model (Quintana & Maxwell, 1999) . Because chisquare statistics are too stringent for evaluation of model fit, three fit indices-the comparative fit index (CFI), goodness-of-fit index (GFI), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)-were also examined. A cut-off of .90 for the CFI and GFI as well as a RMSEA value below .10 have generally been used to indicate an adequate fit model (Bentler, 1990; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 1998) . Table 2 presents the fit indices of the three tested models for the Caucasian American and Chinese samples. For both groups, the chi-square statistics of the two-factor model were smaller than those of the null and the one-factor models. Only the chi-square:df ratios of the two-factor models were less than 2. More important, the fit criteria supported the two-factor model only, indicating that this model has a good fit but the others have a poor fit of the data for the two samples.
Relative salience of models of request rejection. Results revealed that the two models of request rejection were valid for both Caucasian American and Chinese participants. We then compared the relative salience of the two models between the cultural groups across situations with different extents of request legitimacy. A mixed-design multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with cultural group and request legitimacy as betweenparticipants variables as well as model as a within-participant variable. The MANOVA results revealed a statistically significant Cultural Group × Request Legitimacy × Model interaction, F(2, 474) = 8.71, MSE = .58, p < .0001. To further analyze this statistically significant interaction effect, we performed analysis of variance (ANOVA) to examine the relationship between cultural group and request legitimacy for each model of request rejection. For the self-model of request rejection, the ANOVA results showed that the Cultural Group × Request Legitimacy interaction was statistically significant, F(2, 474) = 8.22, MSE = .59, p < .0001. In the moderate-legitimacy conditions, a statistically significant effect of cultural group was found, F(1, 158) = 16.93, MSE = .58, p < .0001. In both the low-and high-legitimacy conditions, there were no statistically significant effects of cultural group, Fs(1, 158) = 1.28 and 1.05, MSE = .59 and .72, ps > .31. These results indicate that the self-model of request rejection was more salient for Caucasian American participants than for their Chinese counterparts in moderatelegitimacy situations only.
For the relational model of request rejection, results similarly revealed a statistically significant Cultural Group × Request Legitimacy interaction, F(2, 474) = 4.08, MSE = .57, p = .02. In the moderate-legitimacy conditions, there was a statistically significant effect of cultural group, F(1, 158) = 10.80, MSE = .56, p = .001. In both the low-and high-legitimacy conditions, no statistically significant effects of cultural group were found, Fs(1, 158) = .62 and 2.61, MSE = .52 and .63, ps > .11. These results indicate that the relational model of request rejection was more salient for Chinese participants than for Caucasian American participants in moderate-legitimacy situations only.
Conclusion. In line with the previous studies, cultural differences in request rejection were found in moderate-legitimacy situations only. Compared with their Chinese counterparts, Caucasian American participants were more likely to reject this type of request. As in Study 1, male participants were more likely to reject a low-legitimacy request than were female participants.
For both cultural groups, the self-model and the relational model were found to account for rejection response. Results from the CFA provided convergent support that the two models of request rejection were relatively independent of each other.
Despite the cultural similarities obtained in the factor structure, cultural variations were found in the relative salience of the self-model of request rejection. In moderate-legitimacy situations, the self-model of request rejection was more salient for Caucasian Americans, whereas the relational model of request rejection was more salient for the Chinese.
General Discussion
Are Caucasian Americans more likely to reject requests than the Chinese? The present research suggests that this question cannot be addressed simply by a "yes" or "no" answer. Rather, a more appropriate response to this question may be another question: "Under what circumstances?" This research contributes to the literature by adopting a situational approach in the study of cross-cultural differences in request rejection. Using different methods (i.e., Web-based and paper-and-pencil measures) in heterogeneous samples (university students as well as adults with a broad range of age and educational levels), this multi-study research revealed convergence evidence that Caucasian Americans tended to be more assertive than Chinese in response to requests moderate in legitimacy. When the request was either very reasonable or very unreasonable, however, the two cultural groups tended to display the same response: not rejecting the request in the former condition but rejecting the request in the latter condition.
If Caucasian Americans are more likely to reject a request with moderate legitimacy than their Chinese counterparts, what contributes to such cultural differences? This research addressed this important but unexplored issue by examining the mechanisms underlying request rejection. For both cultural groups, two models of request rejection-the self-model and the relational model-may account for the rejection of requests. Regardless of culture, individuals who adopt the self-model in response to a request are more likely to reject the request, whereas those who adopt the relational model are less likely to reject the request. In moderate-legitimacy situations, the self-model plays a more important role for Caucasian American participants, whereas the relational model plays a more important role for the Chinese participants. Such findings may explain why the Caucasian Americans are more likely to reject a request in this type of situation than are Chinese.
Apart from cultural differences, it is also interesting to note the significant sex difference in response to low-legitimacy requests. Regardless of culture, males are more likely to reject a low-legitimacy request than are females. Although most existing studies revealed that males are generally more assertive than females, the study by Chandler, Cook, and Dugovics (1978) revealed inconsistent findings regarding sex differences in assertive responding. A situation-based measure of assertiveness was employed in their study, and sex differences in assertive responding emerged in some interpersonal situations but not others. The present research also used a situational-based measure in assessing request rejection, and results echoed Chandler et al.'s findings that sex differences in request rejection can be found only in unreasonable requests but not other types of requests.
Results from situational analyses highlight the powerful influence of situational characteristics on assertive responding, thus providing some evidence for the notion of situational assertiveness (see, e.g., Chiauzzi & Heimberg, 1986; Lobel et al., 1987; Michelson et al., 1982; Smolen, 1985) . In this view, assertiveness is put forward as an interpersonal skill responsive to environmental contingencies (see Rakos, 1991) . These results provide further insights on the situational perspective by suggesting that the demographic variable of sex can override the powerful influences of the environment or culture, at least on an aspect of assertiveness-request rejection. Moreover, participants having different job statuses were found to differ in request rejection. Because no previous studies have examined the possible conjoint influence of culture, sex, job status, and situation, a more comprehensive examination of the interactions among these four factors seems warranted. Also, previous studies (e.g., Cheng, 2005; Giri & Sharma, 2003) documented that the personality variable of sex-role orientation exerts a greater influence on interpersonal behaviors than the demographic variable of sex. The effects of sex-role orientation on request rejection should be explored in future studies.
Theoretical Implications for Cross-Cultural Research
In addition to contributing to the literature on assertiveness, the present research may have broader implications for cross-cultural research. The existing literature revealed mixed findings regarding the role of culture on behaviors. Evidence supports the crosscultural and the pan-cultural approaches, suggesting that both are empirically valid. Thus, instead of viewing them as competing approaches, the two approaches may complement each other and jointly provide a more comprehensive view of behaviors. The present studies attempted to reconcile the apparently inconsistent perspectives of the cross-cultural and the pan-cultural approaches by putting forward an integrative approach. The proposed cross-cultural-pan-cultural integrative approach brings together seemingly contradicting propositions that may be feasible for a coherent integration. This new approach posits that both cultural differences and similarities can explain behaviors, but each of them may be relevant to distinct levels and aspects of behaviors.
For mean-level comparisons of a psychological phenomenon, the cross-cultural-pancultural integrative approach predicts that cultural differences may be found in some situations, whereas cultural similarities may be found in others. For underlying mechanisms, this integrative approach predicts that cultural similarities may be present in the structure of underlying working models. All individuals may be characterized by both a self-model and a relational model that guide their decision-making. The cross-cultural-pan-cultural integrative approach further predicts that cultural variations exist in the relative salience of the models in influencing behaviors. For a working model more frequently used and reinforced by a particular culture, its influence on decision making may become more salient in moderate-legitimacy situations. In this research, we found that in moderate-legitimacy situations, the self-model is more salient for Caucasian Americans, whereas the relational model is more salient for the Chinese.
These propositions, derived from the present research on assertiveness, received some support from multiple heterogeneous samples. Such robust findings suggest that both cultural differences and similarities can coexist within the same psychological phenomenon. Psychologists need to distinguish the aspects of the phenomenon in which cultural differences can be found and the aspects in which no such differences are found. Understanding when cultural difference or similarities emerges may enhance the predictability of the influence of culture on behaviors. The present studies revealed an interaction between culture and situational characteristics in the study of assertiveness. Specifically, culture plays an influential role on assertiveness in certain situations only. Further studies are encouraged to explore other categories of situations in which culture may have an impact on behaviors.
Research Implications for Cross-Cultural Research
Most previous studies compared the request rejection between individuals from individualistic cultures and those from collectivistic cultures on a global level. The present research contributed to this body of studies in two ways. First, this research adopted a situational approach, that is, behaviors were examined across situations. Situational characteristics were found to moderate the influence of culture on behaviors: Cultural differences in behaviors were only found between Caucasian Americans and the Chinese in some situations, but the two cultural groups responded in more or less the same manner in other situations. Such findings reveal the advantage of the situational approach in identifying situational differences in the influence of culture on behaviors.
Second, this research was the first to examine possible mechanisms underlying the display of assertive behaviors. A myriad of cross-cultural studies focused mainly on identifying psychological phenomena in which individuals from individualistic cultures differ from their counterparts from collectivistic cultures. The more fundamental question of why such differences exist has received scant attention among researchers. One major way of addressing this unexplored but important "why" issue is to scrutinize the underlying mechanisms of a psychological phenomenon. As shown in the present research, the self-model and the relational model are two working models underlying request rejection. The present research further revealed that individuals who emphasized the self-model were more likely to reject the moderate-legitimacy request, whereas those who emphasized the relational model were less likely to reject it. Consistent with these findings, our findings showed that the self-model was more emphasized by Caucasian Americans than the Chinese. Such findings may explain why Caucasian Americans were more assertive than the Chinese in response to requests moderate in legitimacy. Understanding the mechanisms underlying behaviors thus provides insights that are beneficial for explaining behaviors.
Research Caveats and Concluding Remarks
Before concluding, it is noteworthy that this research was confined to Caucasian American and Chinese participants. The generalizability of the present results to other people from individualistic cultures (e.g., Australians, Europeans) and people from collectivistic cultures (e.g., Japanese, Indians) remains unknown. It is also worth noting that only self-report questionnaires were used in all the studies. The sole reliance on self-report measures is susceptible to measurement errors caused by common method variance, which refers to variance attributable to measures adopting a single method rather than to the constructs assessed by the measures (see, e.g., Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003 for details) . A multimethod approach may be adopted to reduce such measurement errors (see, e.g., Cheng, 2001, in press; Eid & Diener, 2006) .
By adopting a situational approach, the present research revealed that some assertive responses and underlying mechanisms are more susceptible to cultural influences in certain circumstances, but they can also be more universal and less culturally dependent in other circumstances. Both request legitimacy and relative salience of the self-and the relational models may influence request rejection. Further studies adopting a multimethod approach across different samples are needed to examine the generalizability of the present findings to other types of psychological phenomena.
